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contention that this formula represents a broad general shape 
which can be modified to represent almost any shape, thus 
rendering the claims indefinite. Applicants disagree. 

Firstly, the Examiner does not appear to, nor should 
he, have any problem in interpreting exactly what the language 
of the claims intends. Indeed, the Examiner's position is not 
that one of ordinary skill in the art would not understand how 
to define the shape of the present apparatus based upon this 
formula, but that it is a broad limitation which covers "almost 
any shape." This, however, does not render the claim indefinite 
under § 112. Indeed, since in any event, this is the only 
rejection which is directed to claim 29, the Examiner appears to 
be contending that, if this limitation were deleted from this 
claim, the claim would be allowable. Since the only potential 
effect of deleting this limitation would be to broaden the 
claim, applicants inquire as to why a narrower claim is 
indefinite for being two broad, but. a broader claim meets the 
limitations of § 112 and is patentable? The answer is that, 
even if this limitation is broad, and is not being specifically 
relied upon to distinguish over the art, it nevertheless 
represents a legitimate limitation which should be included in 
these claims, unless one cannot understand its meaning. This, 
however, does not appear to be the case nor even the allegation 
here . 

Applicants do not necessarily agree with the 
Examiner's position with respect to the breadth of this 
limitation. Applicants thus submit that this limitation is 
entirely understandable, and that when the specific ranges of 
the elements of the polynomial itself are plugged into that 
equation, a reasonable genus of shapes is provided thereby. It 
is applicants' position, however, that even if the Examiner were 
correct that "almost any shape" could result, this does not 
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